A Comparative Evaluation of the Kent School District’s Summer Remedial Reading Program by Acree, Claude
Central Washington University
ScholarWorks@CWU
All Master's Theses Master's Theses
1965
A Comparative Evaluation of the Kent School
District’s Summer Remedial Reading Program
Claude Acree
Central Washington University
Follow this and additional works at: http://digitalcommons.cwu.edu/etd
Part of the Curriculum and Instruction Commons, Educational Assessment, Evaluation, and
Research Commons, and the Educational Methods Commons
This Thesis is brought to you for free and open access by the Master's Theses at ScholarWorks@CWU. It has been accepted for inclusion in All Master's
Theses by an authorized administrator of ScholarWorks@CWU.
Recommended Citation
Acree, Claude, "A Comparative Evaluation of the Kent School District’s Summer Remedial Reading Program" (1965). All Master's
Theses. Paper 462.
; . ' 
A COMPARATIVE EVALUATION OF THE KENT SCHOOL DISTRICT'S 
SUMMER REMEDIAL READING PROGRAM 
A Thesis 
Presented to 
the Graduate Faculty 
Central Washington State College 
In Partial Fulfillment 
of the requirements for the Degree 
Master of Education 
by 
Claude Acree 
July 1965 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
                           APPROVED FOR THE GRADUATE FACULTY 
 
     ________________________________ 
                           Donald G. Goetschius, COMMITTEE CHAIRMAN 
 
                           _________________________________ 
                           William D. Floyd 
 
                           _________________________________ 
                           John E. Davis 
 
ii 
ACKNOWLEDGEMENT 
The writer wishes to express his appreciation to those 
people who have assisted in the completion of this thesis. 
To Dr. Donald Goetschius, a very warm and sincere 
appreciation for inspiration, guidance and advice which he 
so generously supplied as Graduate Committee Chairman. 
A .special thanks goes to the writer's wife whose 
constant encouragement, love. and understanding, also 
helped to make the writing of this thesis possible. 
TABLE OF CONTENTS 
CHAPTER PAGE 
I. THE PROBLEM AND DEFINITIONS OF TERMS USED. . 1 
Introduction • • . 
The Problem. • • . 
. . . . . . 
. . . 
Statement of the Problem . 
. . . . . . . • . 1 
• 2 
. . . • • 2 
Importance of the Study. . . . . . . . . . 3 
Limitation of the Study. . . . . 
Definition of Terms to be Used •. . . . . 
Summer remedial reading program. 
Retarded reader ••••....••. 
Administrative directors • 
Overview of Remainder of Thesis .. 
. . . 
. . 
• • • 4 
. 4 
• • 4 
• 5 
• 5 
• 5 
II. REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE AND RESEARCH ••.••• 6 
Recognition of the Problem . . . . . 6 
Causes of Reading Problems . . • • 8 
•• 12 Social Causes of Poor Reading. • • 
Methods of Diagnosis • • • • • . • • . . . .14 
General Diagnosis. . . . . . . . . .. 15 
Features of a Good Program • . . . . . . .1 7 
Summary. • • • • • • . • • .22 
III. KENT'S SCHOOL DISTRICT'S REMEDIAL READING 
PROGRAM. • • • • • •• . . . . . . . . . ••• 23 
CHAPTER 
IV. THE EVALUATION OF DATA AND TH:r~ PROCEDURES 
TO BE USED ••.. 
Procedure Used .. 
Presentation of Data. . . . 
iv 
PAGE 
29 
29 
30 
Results of the Ten School Districts' Survey 30 
Personnel . 
1'1aterials • 
Audio-visual Equipment for Instructional 
and Diagnostic Use ••.•..•..•. 
Diagnosis . • . . • 
Referral Methods .. 
Formulation of Instruction •. 
Class Size. . . . 
Methods of Reporting •. 
Physical Facilities • • ••••. 
Results of Kent School District's Survey .• 
Personnel 
Materials . 
Audio-visual .. 
Diagnosis • • . 
Referral ~ethods .• 
Formulation of Instruction. 
Class Size. . . . . . . . . 
. . . . . . . 
. . . 
31 
34 
34 
37 
37 
40 
41 
41 
41 
43 
43 
47 
47 
47 
51 
51 
51 
CHAPTER 
Methods of Reporting • . 
Physical Facilities. 
V. SUMLIARY, CONCLUJIGNS AND hLCOioIJ.JENDA'.i.1IOUS 
Summary. 
Conclusions •• 
Recommendations. 
BIBLIOGhAPHY •• 
AP PB ND IX A • • • 
AP: .. ,ENDIX B. • 
v 
PAGE 
54 
54 
56 
56 
59 
60 
63 
66 
68 
LIST O:B, TABLES 
TABLE PAGE 
I. Responses from Directors of Summer School 
Remedial Reading Programs in the Sampled 
School Districts Regarding Staff Qualifi-
cations. . . . . . . 
I. (Continued). • . . . . . . . . . . 
II. Responses from Directors of Summer School 
Remedial Reading Programs in Ten Sampled 
School Districts Regarding Book and 
Instructional Materials •. 
III. Responses from Directors of Summer School 
Remedial Reading Programs in Ten Sampled 
School Districts Regarding Use of Audio-
visual Equipment . . . . . . . . . . 
IV. Responses from Directors of Summer School 
Remedial Reading Programs in Ten Sampled 
School Districts Regarding Diagnostic 
Procedures • • • 
. 
V. Responses from Directors of Summer School 
Remedial Reading Programs in Ten Sampled 
School Districts Regarding Student Referral 
and Formulation of Instruction . • . . . . 
VI. Responses from Directors of Summer School 
Remedial Reading Programs in Ten Sampled 
32 
33 
35 
36 
38 
39 
TABLE 
School Districts Regarding Class Sizes, 
Methods of Reporting and Physical Facili-
ties . • . . 
VII. Responses from Five Personnel Sampled in the 
Kent Summer School Remedial Reading Program 
vii 
PAGE 
42 
Regarding Staff Qualifications • . . • • 44 
VII. (Continued). . • . . • • • • . . • • . . . . . 45 
VIII. Responses from Five Personnel Sampled in the 
Kent Summer School Remedial Reading Program 
Regarding Books and Instructional Materials. 48 
IX. Responses from Five Personnel Sampled in the 
Kent Summer School Remedial Reading Program 
Regarding the Use of Audio-visual Equipment. 49 
X. Responses from Five Personnel Sampled in the 
Kent Summer School Remedial Reading Program 
Regarding Diagnostic Procedure . . . • 
XI. Responses from Five Personnel Sampled in the 
Kent Summer School Remedial Reading Program 
Regarding Student Referrals and Formulation 
of Instruction . . . . . • • • . . • . 
XII. Responses from Five Personnel Sampled in the 
Kent Summer School Remedial Reading Program 
50 
52 
And Physical Facilities. • . • • • . • . • • 53 
CHAPTI~R I 
THE PROBLEM ANTI :DEFINITIONS OF TERMS USED 
I. INTRODUCTION 
School work today demands that a child read almost 
hourly in his academic subjects. Failure of a student 
to perform effectively in the field of reading is most 
certain to meet with failure in practically every academic 
subject. 
Although reading is a complex thought process many of 
our students today are capable of reading and thinking in 
great depth. Though a majority of students are capable of 
very effecient reading, there are many lacking efficiency 
in this skill. 
Reading is not a natural process and must be learned 
by a seQuence of skills which should be acQuired during 
the child's years of reading instruction. However, many 
children today with adeQuate intelligence fail to read up 
to their potential. Austin stated in 1961 that: 
Teachers at all educational levels find pupils 
in their classes who are seriously retarded in 
reading. Surveys throughout the country rather 
consistently reveal that from 5 to 25 per cent of 
the school population have reading problems and 
are in need of special help. (1:223) 
Nila Smith stated in 1962 that, "· •. in 1961 figures 
indicated that 16 per cent of the school population were 
reading disabilities." (18: 188) 
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The fact that some students do not learn to read 
through the normal process of classroom teaching has re-
ceived increasing attention. Bach year many authorities 
develop new methods for the improvement of teaching in the 
reading field. With the rapid advancement of research, 
students are meeting with more success today than ever be-
fore. However, at the present time it appears that no 
amount of research will eliminate some of the factors that 
cause many children to be remedial readers. Our best hope 
is to develop more effective methods to cope with the prob-
lems that nature and society inflict on the child causing 
him to be defective in school adjustment. 
II. THE PROBLEM 
Statement of the probler:1. It was the purpose of this 
study to determine the deficiencies, it any, in the Kent 
Summer Remedial Reading Program in 1964, and to make sug-
gested revisions. Secondary purposes were as follows: (1) 
To determine the qualifications of staff personnel and to 
make recommendations for additional personnel. (2) To es-
tablish the basic types of materials best suited to this 
program. (3) To determine the uethods of diagnosis for 
this type program. (4) To determine the methods to be used 
in the referral of students and for the formulation of 
instruction. (5) To determine the most common size of 
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classes and the methods of reporting progress. (6) To de-
termine the types of physical facilities for this program. 
Importance of the study. It is becoming more evident 
each year that there is a need to develop a good program 
to strengthen the abilities of students who are retarded in 
their reading. The Sixteenth Annual Conference on Correc-
tive Remedial Reading, in 1941, stated that: 
The teaching of reading has received widespread 
attention in recent years due to the fact that about 
twenty per cent of the children in our schools are 
handicapped by reading deficiencies. These children 
are found at every grade level from grade one through 
high school. As many as sixty per cent of disabled 
children have average or above average ability. Ap-
proximately eighty per cent of them are boys--poten-
tial bread winners and leaders in their communities. 
(8: 3) 
Robinson stated twenty years later that: 
Teachers, supervisors, administrators, and laymen 
actively interested in education recognize thattre-
mendous loss of prime man power and consequent in-
fertility brought about by academic underachievement. 
04: J) 
Many school districts have developed remedial reading 
programs in their schools. These programs vary in degree; 
some including only the primary grades, the elementary 
grades, the elementary and the junior high; others include 
grades one through twelve. The fact remains that most types 
of remedial programs will take valuable time from the stu-
dents and they may miss many rich classroom experiences. 
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It is the purpose of this study to help develop a more 
effective summer remedial reading program. The advantage 
of this type of program is that it will allow enough time 
to work with students needing this help nithout interfering 
with their regular classroom instruction. 
Much research has taught educators that the reading 
process must be continued throughout a child's years of 
education. It is, therefore, necessary that an effective 
program be provided, giving him opportunities to learn 
these skills. 
Limitations of the study. Ten first class school dis-
tricts operating summer remedial reading programs in 1964, 
including Kent's program, were surveyed in this study. The 
inclusion of all the school districts in the State of 
Washington would have insured a more reliable estimate of 
the total program, but the difficulties of such a study 
made this impractical. 
Evaluation forms were sent to directors of ten summer 
remedial reading programs in first class districts. 
III. DEFINITION OF TERMS TO BE USED 
Summer remedial reading program. A program organized 
in the summer to provide individual or group instruction 
aimed at correcting faulty reading habits and at increasing 
the efficiency and accuracy of performance in reading. 
Retarded reader. A child who is reading below his 
capacity to read at grade level. 
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Administrative directors. A person who has the respon-
sibility for the operation of a remedial reading program. 
IV. OVERVIEW OF REMAINDER OF THESIS 
Chapter II is a review of literature pertaining to the 
thesis problem. Chapter III is a description of the present 
Summer Remedial Reading Program in the Kent School District. 
Chapter IV contains the results of the evaluation forms and 
the procedure used. Chapter V includes the summary, con-
clusions and suggested recommendations which result from 
this study. 
CHAPTER II 
REVIEW OF LITERATURE AND RESEARCH 
Problems of teachers are multiplying especially in re-
lationship to reading development and its importance to 
daily living. Within every classroom a teacher is faced 
with the task of providing a reading program for children 
with abilities ranging from two to three years above and 
below the normal grade level. This range of abilities 
means that many children are not reading at their level of 
expectancy. To cope effectively with the problems presented 
by the retarded reader, the teacher must take valuable 
class time to work with these individuals or groups. Time 
taken to provide these children with a good program may 
cause other instruction to suffer because of the time re-
quired to develop an effective program. Because of their 
inability to read efficiently, these students are handi-
capped and, therefore, a program should be provided for 
these students outside the classroom. This allows the teacher 
more time for normal classroom activities and does not in-
volve the loss of instruction time for non-remedial students. 
I. RECOGNITION OF TH:E PROBLEM 
Since reading is one of the most important subjects in 
our schools, the teaching of reading is receiving more 
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attention, both constructive and adverse, than at any other 
time in history. Austin suggests that: 
Upon the promise that today's readers are growing 
up in a world vastly different from the past and in 
a society which demands of its citizens the ability 
to read with understanding, insight, and critical 
analysis, it must follow that an instructional pro-
gram ample for yesterday will not begin to suffice 
today. (1:3) 
Smith and Dechant state that: 
Reading's importance in our modern schools is in-
dicated by the amount of research that has been 
devoted to it. Over the past fifty years no single 
problem has more attention from the educational and 
psychological laboratories than the problem of under-
standing the reading process. (16:6) 
Authorities agree that today's schools are doing a 
more successful job of teaching reading and are reaching 
many more students than was possible a generation ago. 
With the improvements in techniques we know that children 
develop in both physical and mental stages. Authorities 
such as Blair indicate that between 20 and 30 per cent of 
our children have reading disabilities today. ( 2: 19) 11/e 
must give consideration to the numerous factors that con-
tribute to reading deficiencies. It is imperative that 
the remedial student, who has failed to learn by the 
standard method of instruction, have a special reading pro-
gram. However, the establishment of this program involves 
instructional problems, three of which are stated by Gray: 
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1. The moral judgments and value standards which grow 
out of reading. 
2. The contributions of reading to the development 
of the intelligence which grows out of under-
standing and social and physical environment. 
3. Specific techni~ues for promoting growth in reading. 
(8:24) 
If a child is to meet the challenge of his environment 
and the problems which confront him in society, he must be 
provided with the best possible opportunities to learn. 
II. CAUSES OF READING PROBLEMS 
Since research indicates many different causes for re-
medial reading problems, it is imperative that the classroom 
teacher acquire skill at identifying these problems. There 
are many ways in which a teacher can detect children with 
reading problems. Blair suggested the following methods 
for appraising reading deficiencies in pupils: 
1. That the teacher observe the pupils while they 
are actively engaged in studying. Notice should 
be given to; 
a. Students who turn from page to page infre-
quently; 
b. Students who move their lips when reading 
silently; 
c. Students who use the aid of an object such 
as a pencil or their finger to guide their 
eyes. 
2. That the teacher use interest inventories. A 
child who reads little, evidently must lack 
interest in reading. 
3. That the teacher use graded sets of books for 
determining the students' instructional level. 
He indicates that a student should comprehend 
50 per cent or more at his instructional level. 
4. That the teacher study eye movements for: 
a. The number of fixations when reading a given 
line of material. 
b. The number of regressions made in eye move-
ments. 
5. That the use of tests, both standardized and 
teacher made, be used. The in£ormation of tests 
are of great value, not only for identifying the 
poor reader, but also for formulating plans for 
remedial work. (2:19-37) 
Blair stated further: 
After the retarded readers have been identified, a 
careful diagnosis of each pupil should be made in 
order to find out, if possible, what lies at the 
bottom of his difficulty in reading. If the particu-
lar cause or causes can be determined, appropriate 
remedial measures can more certainly be taken. (2:48) 
Most authorities agree on the most common causes of 
reading deficiencies. There are many studies which have 
focused attention on an isolated factor with the implica-
tion that reading will improve when the causation is 
eliminated. However, Spache stated that: 
In discussing the factors that contribute to reading 
disability, it is necessary for clarity to consider 
each in turn. This approach creates two false impres-
sions in the mind of the experienced reading worker. 
First it implies that certain cases will be the result 
of a single factor such as defective vision or hearing. 
In actual practice, this is seldom, if ever, the case. 
Most retarded readers show a multiplicity of causes, 
any one of which might be a strong deterrent to reading 
progress . . • . • 
A second false impression created by enumerating 
causes is that these factors merely exist side by side. 
In reality, they interact and fuse to form a pattern of 
causes that may not have any apparent beginning or 
ending. (12:101-102) 
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Other causes were stated by Kottmeyer: 
The plain fact of the matter is that poor teaching 
and poor learning conditions are probably responsible 
for more reading disability than all the other inves-
tigated causes put together. (12:15) 
However, according to authorities, there are many fac-
tors which cause reading difficulty. General health is 
considered to be a causation factor and it is suggested by 
most, that a physical examination should be a part of the 
diagnosi~ic procedure in every reading clinic. Hester stated 
that low health status affects learning in many different 
ways. He suggests several of these ways in the following: 
• • • Frequent or long absences are obvious indica-
tions of low health status, although a child who is 
absent a day or two at a time is more likely to suffer 
in his reading than a pupil who has one or two longer 
absences. A glance at school history in the case of a 
child with long absence will give a clue to a teacher. 
She can easily determine what important steps a -"Upil 
missed at that time. These steps can be rebuilt to 
bring a pupil to a place where he can profit by present 
instruction. It is more difficult to know which major 
concepts have been missed in the case of a child with 
short frequent absences • 
• • . A person's whole outlook on life is dictated 
to a certain degree by his physical health. 
• . • Many times a child who is below par physically 
is unable to hold his attention on a given task for 
more than a few minutes at a time • 
. . • Such conditions may be occasioned by a lack 
of physical fitness. A child who is unable to sit still 
for more than a few minutes at a time and cannot wait 
his turn in speaking or concentrate on a task at hand 
may be ill • 
• . • A child who is constantly tired is unable to 
devote himself to learning to read to the limit of his 
ability. (10:37) 
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Since poor health can have a depressing effect upon a 
child's.learning, most authorities suggest that good health 
principles should be recommended by a doctor or a nurse 
whose opinions in these matters are apt to be respected. 
Visual difficulties such as nearsightedness, farsightedness, 
crossed eyes, and astigmatism are also considered to be 
causes for retardation in reading. Blum, in a study to 
develop a visual-screening program in the schools concluded: 
"A Modified Clinical Procedure (an abbreviated professional 
examination) proved to be both valid and reliable." (3:146) 
Poor auditory acuity has been stated as a cause of 
reading retardation. Authorities indicate that it is not 
known definitely to what extent poor hearing has contributed 
to this problem. Dolch said that poor hearing is a cause 
of inattention and that children may have difficulty in 
identifying sounds that are similar. (7:65-68) 
Speech defects such as stuttering, stammering and de-
fects in the structure of the mouth or teeth may have an 
effect on a child's reading. Vernon, in a study of the 
nature and origin of reading difficulties, dealt first with 
visual and auditory perception in reading and later reviewed 
research dealing with causation factors involving mouth and 
teeth. She concluded that interference of any kind could 
contribute to the retardation in the complex process of 
reading. (20:227) 
Katz in his study on Visual and Auditory Efficiency 
suggested that: 
It is interesting to note that although a great 
deal of attention has been devoted to the measure-
ment of intellectual factors in children, not enough 
practical consideration has been given to the percep-
tual factors which may underlie reading performances. 
Thus, although early assessments of children's capa-
bilities usually include intelligence tests, they do 
not typically include measurement of reaction time 
or attention. The findings in the present investiga-
tion that many perceptual measures were related to 
reading ability, but were not related to standardized 
I.Q., scores suggest the nonintellective factors 
contribute independently towards the prediction of 
reading achievement. (11:43-44) 
The mental factor as it affects reading is evaluated 
quite well by Newton who stated that restricted mental 
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ability is one of the prime causes of poor reading. He also 
supported the idea that if the psychometric tests give a 
correct analysis of the child's ability or lack of ability, 
there is very little that can be done to improve reading 
above the limit set by intelligence. (13:27) 
Social cause~ of £9....Q.E. reading: The home environment 
has an effect on a child's opportunity to get a good or 
poor start in reading. Newton said that children tend to 
express the attitudes of their parents. The home must 
assume responsibility in motivating the child to read. 
(13:32-34) 
Ideas involving application of good hard studying in 
school have been replaced with such values as: social 
success, meeting the right people, etc. Ideas like these 
13 
tend to replace sound schooling as a preparation for living. 
Too often parents are not in accord on the methods of 
punishment. This is unfortunate because parents need to 
agree on a firm but fair method of discipline. Newton said: 
A child who is allowed to do pretty much as he 
pleases in the early formative years is faced with 
serious adjustment problems when he enters school. 
(13:32) 
If a child is exposed to many different types of good 
reading materils in the home he will usually be stimulated 
to do more reading. A child can learn to enjoy books by 
observing his parents as they derive satisfaction from read-
ing. 
Boys naturally look to their fathers as the epitome of 
manliness. Yet in many families the mother is better edu-
cated, better dressed, handles the family income, makes the 
majority of decisions, and in short, gives at least the 
outward indication of being the head of the household. In 
such a situation a boy is scarcely motivated to emulate his 
father's academic or intellectual accomplishments. 
Grunebaum in a study on inhibitions stated that: 
. . • characteristics of fathers who think of them-
selves as failures has certain interactions which 
relate to their sons if they are underachievers. 
(9:462-472) 
Along with the parental causes, the schools have some 
conditions which have and are still contributing to poor 
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reading. The crowded classrooms are created by an influx 
of students, the teacher shortage, and ineffective teaching. 
Emotional disturbance has been given increased attention 
by authorities in the field of reading. Blair suggested: 
In cases where an emotional condition has existed 
prior to the reading disability it is most important 
that a careful study of the individual be made before 
a direct attack is launched upon the reading problem. 
(2:32-24) 
The causes for retardation in reading are many and 
varied. Therefore, the teacher should make careful diagnosis 
in order to determine the exact nature of the cause of re-
tardation. If a particular cause is diagnosed, then a 
remedial program should be formed to eliminate this problem. 
III. METHODS OF DIAGNOSIS 
Before starting remedial work with a retarded reader 
the teacher should give the student a series of diagnostic 
tests. The diagnosis should be thorough enough to meetthe 
child's particular needs and should end at that point. 
Smith and Dechant suggested that the diagnostic proce-
dures should begin with: 
Diagnostic procedures begin with a study of the 
child's instructional needs based on the expectancies 
of his chronological age, mental age, and grade 
placement. '/le seek to discover why he reads as he 
does, what he can read, and what he does read success-
fully. Vie need to know if he is having problems in 
reading and, if so, what they are and what are their 
causes. vre wish to know his general abilities and his 
reading potentiality and we must identify causal fac-
tors that have retarded his reading development. (16:408) 
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Bond stated that a diagnosis should be so directed that 
it will lead toward the formulation of improvement. It 
should be therapeutic in nature and concern itself with 
what is now present. Diagnosis involves not only an ap-
praisal of reading skills and abilities, but an evaluation 
of many other traits. It is necessary to appraise each 
individual child to meet his specific problem. (4:126-127) 
Bond's principles of diagnosis were proposed as a procedure 
to be followed. 
General diagnosis. The following type of diagnosis is 
the result of a general survey or of achievement tests to 
locate the following types of information which improve 
instruction: 
1. Information to adjust instruction to meet a specific 
problem. 
2. Information to meet the needs of a group to 
formulate instruction. 
3. Information to change instruction so it vvill meet 
individual differences. 
4. Information to determine which students may need 
further detailed diagnosis of their reading dis-
abilities . 
.Analytical diagnosis is a systematic evaluation to 
discover lack of skills wherein the child's weakness lies. 
It identifies such problems as: 
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1. The inefficient reader. 
2. The child limited in word recognition. 
3. The child with general comprehension difficulties, 
or the child with respect to some specific type of 
comprehension, etc. (4:129) 
Analytical diagnosis not only contributes sufficient 
information for the instructional adjustments required, but 
it indicates areas that need to be more fully explored. 
Case-study diagnosis is a study of the child's mental, 
physical and sensory characteristics, his attitudes toward 
reading, and his adjustment to problems and general envi-
ronmental surroundings. (4:126-132) 
Kottmeyer stated that: 
A teacher will have an opportunity to secure 
parents' attitudes toward the problem when she is 
securing the home background of the child. (12:27) 
According to Bond, informal procedures may be used to 
secure further information and be directed by these steps: 
1. Isolate specific outcomes or characteristics to 
be evaluated. 
2. The diagnostician should define the observable 
outcomes or characteristics in exact terms. 
3. The informal situation in which the characteris-
tics are to be observed should be well planned 
and suitable to the outcomes to be observed. 
4. A record should be made of what he finds with 
illustrative samples of the performance on which 
the judgement was made. 
5. A judgement as to the significance of the observed 
behavior or characteristic should be made. (4:34-135) 
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For the child who does not improve, as well as the child 
who makes progress, frequent diagnosis is essential since 
the success of this plan depends on its flexibility. 
IV. FEATURES OF A GOOD PROGRAM 
Many school districts today are providing remedial 
instruction for children with disabilities in reading. To 
further extend their remedial instruction a few systems 
have developed a summer program for remedial readers. 
The basic criterion that almost every authority suggested 
as being the single most important item in a remedial program 
is the teacher. He is confronted with children who have 
many different attitudes toward reading. His first step 
in working with these children is to develop the rapport 
necessary for effective instruction. Since these students 
do not generally take the teachers at face value, the 
teachers working with remedial students need to be skilled 
in securing the students' cooperation. Sohn stated that 
the most important factor in improving reading skill is the 
act of reading: 
Research indicates that reading improvement must 
depend on the act of reading itself. There is little 
point in attempting to improve a student's speed of 
reading, his comprehension, and many other reading 
skills if he does read books. As a student's love of 
reading grows, it is possible that subtle improvements 
in reading ability occur, some of which cannot be 
measured. (18:34-35) 
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Smith, Helen, stated that: 
Much meaningful practice is essential if the newly 
learned reading skills are to be habituated and main-
tained. It is not sufficient that the students learn 
about these skills or be proficient in stating princi-
ples; they must be able to use reading skills automati-
cally when they read. The practice must minimize 
isolated drill and emphasize the use of skills in 
meaningful situations. (15:43) 
Dechant included a list of goals which may be helpful 
in providing developmental instruction: 
1. The developmental program must be an all-school 
program directed toward carefully identified 
educational goals. It must receive the support 
and cooperation of the entire school staff. 
2. The developmental program must be concerned with 
the social and personal development of each student 
as well as his growth in the skills, understandings, 
and attitudes necessary for successful reading. 
3. The developmental program coordinates reading with 
the pupil's other communicative experiences. 
4. The developmental program must be a continuous 
program extending through the elementary and 
secondary grades and college. It must provide 
instruction and guidance in basic readi.ng skills, 
in content-area reading, in study skills, and in 
recreational reading. 
5. The developmental program must be a flexible 
program that is adjusted at each level of advance-
ment to the wide variations in student character-
istics, abilities, and reading needs. 
6. The developmental program must have a stimulating 
classroom setting in which attitudes, interests, 
and abilities are developed effectively. 
7. The developmental program must provide plentiful 
reading materials that cover a wide range of dif-
ficulty and interest. 
8. The developmental program must include continuous 
measurement and evaluation of the effectiveness 
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of the program as a whole and of its more specific 
aspects. 
9. The developmental program must provide for continu-
ous identification and immediate remediation of 
deficiencies and difficulties encountered by any 
student. 
10. The developmental program must include differentiated 
instruction to meet the needs of each child, but 
it cannot ignore the commonality of needs, interests, 
and abilities among children. 
11. The developmental program must look upon reading 
as a process rather than as a subject. Reading 
is taught on all levels in all subject areas by 
all teachers. 
12. The developmental program must emphasize reading 
for understanding and aim to develop flexibility 
in comprehension and rate in accordance with the 
student's abilities and purposes and the difficulty 
levels of the materials. 
13. The developmental program must allow each student 
to progress at his own success rate to his maximum 
capacity. 
14. The developmental program must seek to develop 
reading maturity. A mature reader reads all kinds 
of materials. He perceives words quickly and 
accurately and reacts with correct meaning. He 
reads both for information and recreation. (6:375-380) 
Brueckner suggested these common elements for a cor-
rective program: 
1. Treatment must be based on a diagnosis. 
a. Locate weaknesses that require correction. 
b. Establish the type of treatment needed. 
c. Clearly formulate the remedial program. 
d. Modify the programs as may be advisable. 
e. Use a variety of remedial techniques. 
f. The child should help formulate the program 
of treatment. 
2. The child's personal worth must be considered. 
a. Avoid stigmatizing pupils in classification 
and grouping. 
b. Consider the child's emotional state. 
c. Correct faulty attitudes. 
d. Recognize the importance of group as well as 
individual work. 
3. Corrective treatment must be individualized. 
a. Outcomes and methods should be commensurate 
with the child's ability. 
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b. Treatment should be specific and not general. 
c. Fat~gue should be noted and practice spaced. 
4. The program must be well motivated and encouraging 
to the child. 
a. The teacher must be optimistic. 
b. Success of the student must be emphasized. 
c. Errors should be pointed out in a positive way. 
d. Growth should be made apparent to the child. 
e. Treatment should not conflict with other 
enjoyable activities. 
f. Purpose should always be established. 
g. The results of the learning experience should 
be utilized and evaluated. 
5. Materials and exercises must be carefully selected. 
a. Materials must be suitable in level of diffi-
culty and type. 
b. Materials must be suitable in interest and 
format. 
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c. Materials must be abundant and not artificial. 
6. The entire environment of the child must be con-
sidered. 
a. Adjustments must be made in the child's school 
program. 
b. The home environment must be favorable. 
7. Continuous evaluations must be made. 
a. Accumulative record must be kept. 
b. A follow-up is necessary. 
8. Sound teaching procedures must be utilized in the 
treatment of learning difficulties. (5:77-79) 
Reading problems result from a combination of factors. 
Whatever the causation factors, the schools are concerned 
with these children. The type and degree of program will 
generally vary with the size of the school district and its 
ability to provide for such a program as will the adminis-
trative provisions for remedial instruction. The task of 
providing the necessary equipment and materials for a 
successful program will present many problems. Development 
of a good attitude between the home and the school, along 
with student acceptance, will take cooperative work. This 
can be most successfully directed by the administration. 
Woolf said: 
A successful developmental program requires coopera-
tion among staff members. Administrative support is, 
of course, a very important factor in its effectiveness. 
The administrative role is that of leadership in 
determining the need for remediation, inviting opin-
ions of faculty and parents, acquainting the board 
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of education and public of the needs of the schools, 
recommending adequate budgetary provisions, and makin~ 
other necessary administrative arrangements. (21:208) 
SUMMARY 
The need for a carefully structured remedial reading 
program is critical. If schools are to establish a program 
of instruction to help readers overcome their deficiencies, 
their diagnostic procedures must work with individual 
problems in a sequential type of program. The availability 
of equipment and materials to aid the personnel in their 
teaching process is an essential part of a good program. 
Teachers must be well qualified and sincere in their desire 
to help the child with this type of problem. Furthermore, 
the administrator needs to be continually working for the 
improvement of this program to further insure its success. 
The needs for remedial programs are obvious. With the 
guided help which can be provided, these children will leave 
the schools better prepared to meet the challenges that 
confront them. 
CHAPTER III 
KENT'S SCHOOL DISTRICT'S REMEDIAL READING PROGRAM 
In 1960, the suggestion to establish a summer remedial 
reading program in the Kent School District was made. This 
suggestion, that met with favorable comments from the tea-
chers, the administration, the Kent School Board, was finally 
adopted. Personnel in the district had long been aware of 
the need for meeting the reading deficiencies of its pupils 
more adequately. It was felt that this program could pro-
vide enrichment in three areas of our regular school program. 
First, it would supplement the present remedial reading 
program in progress during the regular school year. Second, 
it would provide an uninterrupted program of sequential 
reading instruction for the students. Third, it would pro-
vide an opportunity for teachers under direct supervision 
to practice remedial reading techniques. 
The personnel to organize and operate this program i.vere 
selected from the regular school staff. The following 
requirements were suggested for the selection of these people: 
1. Supervising teachers must have at least three years 
of successful teaching experience. 
2. Supervising teachers must have college courses in 
both fundamental reading and in the remedial reading 
field. 
3. All supervising personnel must have a Standard 
General Teaching Certificate or equivalent in 
college hours. 
4. The teachers' personal attitudes were to be a 
very important factor. 
24 
Four persons were selected to help organize and operate 
this program, under the supervision of the Assistant 
Superintendent. 
The need for special personnel and their availability to 
work with the program was discussed. Besides teachers, the 
only other personnel for this program was a nurse for a 
given period each day and a secretary. Additional personnel 
such as guidance persons, psychologists and social workers, 
were to be requested if the situation indicated a need for 
them. Service organizations agreed to give necessary finan-
cial aid when it was needed for further diagnosis of pupils 
whose parents were unable to afford such treatment. 
The materials necessary for the successful operation of 
this type of program were available in our school district. 
Audio-visual equipment necessary for remedial instructi~n 
was abundant. Professional books were available for personnel 
to do research in different areas. Books for instruction, 
free reading, and recreational reading for this type of 
program were available in quantity and quality. For art 
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projects and for construction of teacher-made activities, 
materials were limited. There were a variety of commercially 
printed materials at every level to supplement the teacher-
made activities. Work books for developing proficiency in 
reading skills and reading kits or reading laboratories, 
ranging in different levels were also available. 
A carefully thought-out public relations program was 
put into operation. Its intent was to inform the public of 
this program and to develop an understanding of its func-
tions within the school system. An in-service training 
program, conducted to give information about the program's 
objective, satisfied teachers that pupils referred to this 
program would receive directed group and individual instruc-
tion. The in-service program also tried to set up the 
following criteria which teachers could use as a basis for 
referring students: 
1. Standardized test scores. 
2. Informal diagnostic teacher tests. 
3. Teacher observation of deficiencies. 
4. Parental and teacher request (mainly due to poor 
academic record of child). 
5. In a few cases students have requested permission 
to attend the program. There was no problem in 
reaching the proposed number of students, which 
had been set at eighty-five. This would allow 
for approximately twenty students per class. 
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The standard used for placement of students in classes 
were taken from achievement test scores, teachers' sugges-
tions on referral forms, and chronological age of the student. 
Further diagnosis was made to determine more specifically 
what reading deficiencies the student had after he was 
placed in the group setting. These diagnoseswere made from 
a test devised by the Renton School District Remedial Pro-
gram, and from informal diagnostic tests made by supervisors 
and teachers. The child's cumulative records were available 
at the request of any teacher if further information vvas 
needed on any given student. 
The schedule for daily instruction, and the length of 
the program were discussed. The decision was made to start 
the program at least one week after the close of the regular 
school year. This would allmv the students to have a short 
vacation before entering summer school. The length of the 
program was set for a four week period or twenty school 
days of operation. Instruction time was scheduled for the 
morning hours, since that seemed to be the most favorable 
time for profitable instruction. The hours, from nine to 
eleven-forty each day with a fjf teen minute recess period, 
allowed two and a half hours of instruction time. Instruc-
tion in the morning would leave the children free in the 
afternoons to participate in the enjoyable summer activities. 
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The instructional periods were established with both 
group and individual sessions allowing maximum flexibility 
to provide for individual or group needs. Generally, the 
instructional time was divided into two group sessions and 
two individual sessions. The first group session was used 
for the instruction of common skills needed by all students. 
The second group session was used to enrich the pupils' 
backgrounds in recreational reading and development of interest 
in reading. The individual sessions were used for the 
sequential development of reading deficiencies. 
The teachers' hours were from eight in the morning until 
whatever time their work was concluded. Teachers had 
approximately two hours for their class preparation time 
dailY, and were required to submit a tentative weekly lesson 
plan to their supervising teacher on Friday of each week. 
A daily lesson plan was required for group and for individual 
activities for that day. This requirement helped the 
teacher evaluate the students' progress and keep a check on 
the sequential program outline. 
Supervising teachers were assigned four or five teachers 
to direct the procedures of remedial teaching. Each teacher 
was assigned a group of students no larger than six. These 
groups were determined by their common reading deficiencies 
so they could receive instruction in a group, as well as 
individually. After formal instruction was in progress, 
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teachers used continuous informal diagnosis to determine the 
growth of the students. 
At the end of each summer session a progress report 
including instructional methods used with each student, 
findings from diagnosis, and suggested procedures for further 
instruction was sent to the child's teacher for the coming 
school year. 
Reporting of pupils' progress to parents was done 
through a parent-teacher conference held in the afternoon 
the last week of the program. It was divided into two ses-
sions, the first of which was a general group meeting of all 
parents with the director and the supervisors. The program 
and the methods of instruction were discussed with the 
parents. A question and answer period followed to clarify 
any general point a parent might wish to have discussed. 
The second session consisted of teacher-parent discussions 
of the child's reading deficiencies and the child's progress. 
CHAPTER IV 
THE EVALUATION OF DATA AND THE I)ROCEDURES TO BE USED 
I. PROCEDURE USED 
The date for this survey was gathered between July of 
1964 and September, 1964. Detailed pertinent information 
was gathered from suggestions by authorities in the field 
of reading. 
The evaluation form was constructed with the assistance 
of remedial reading summer school directors through personal 
interviews, and by suggestions made by selected persons who 
were sent an evaluation form on a trial sending. 
A letter (see appendix A) stating the reason for the 
evaluation and a self-addressed, stamped envelope accompa-
nied each form. A cover page explaining how to fill out 
the form was included. 
The final draft of the evaluation form (see appendix B) 
was mailed in September, 1964 to ten school districts in 
the state of Washington who were operating summer remedial 
reading programs. The same form was sent to the five mem-
bers of the Kent Summer Remedial Reading Program staff. 
From this information a comparison was .ade between the 
Kent School District's summer remedial reading program and 
ten other summer remedial reaffiing programs in the state. 
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The following recommendations for the Kent program were 
made as a result of the comparison. 
Because of the small sampling, the 100 per cent return 
(received on the evaluation forms) was essential to the 
validity of the study. 
II. PRESENTATION OF DATA 
The simplest and most logical method of presenting the 
data follows the structure of the evaluation form used in 
the survey and treats each section individually. 
The accompanying tables, constructed from an analysis 
of the evaluation data, make the material more meaningful 
to the reader. The tables show the percentage responses of 
each item as they were tabulated by the writer. The column 
headings have the following meanings: 
1. Indicates that these items do not apply to their 
program. 
2. Indicates that these items are missing and needed 
in their program. 
3. Indicates that these items exist in the program or 
are available when and if necessary. 
All remarks made by respondents and included under the 
item labeled OTHERS at the end of each section of the evalua-
tion form are included in the body of the work. 
III. RESULTS OF THE TEN SCHOOL DISTRICTS' SURVEY 
The first section of Chapter IV will deal with reaults 
of the survey regarding the ten sampled summer school pro-
grams in the 5tate of Washington. 
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Personnel. Table I, dealing with staff qualifications 
of remedial reading personnel in the ten sample school dis-
tricts, indicates that the majority agreed on the qualifica-
tions for the position of director. A comparison of Tables 
I and VI shows how the Kent program diff~rs from other dis-
tricts studied. The tables indicate that, in spite of a 
few variations, the director-qualifications are basically 
the same. There is a variation shown under item five in 
the number of credits required for a position as director. 
The standards have been well established and certain spe-
cifications met before a person is appointed to the position 
of director in a summer remedial reading program. Comments 
listed under (other items) indicated that some districts 
require directors to have classroom experience and some 
require that they have principals' credentials. Administra-
tive experience is not required in all districts. 
Part B of Table I, dealing with staff qualifications 
for a supervising teacher, indicates that districts have a 
wide range of differences and that they use more than one 
criterion for determining which person will instruct a re-
medial reading program. 
Most remedial reading programs do not have sufficient 
personnel to assist in the diagnostic and treatment areas 
as shown in Part C of Table I, although a majority of 
TABLE I 
RESPONSES FROM DIREC'.i10RS OF SUMMER SCHOOL REMEDIAL READING 
PROGRAMS IN TEN SAMPLES SCHOOL DISTRICTS 
REGARDING STAFF QUALIFICATIONS 
Qualifications of 
staff reported in 
percentages. 
1. Personnel *l **2 ***3 
A. Qualifications for a director 
COLUMN 
*l. 
**2. 
***3. 
1. Degrees needed 
a. B.A. in Education 10 
b. Masters in Education 
2. Administrative experience needed 
a. Supervisor 40 
b. Principal 40 
c. Assistant Superintendent 40 
d. None 
3. Years of experience in education 
a. Five years or less 20 
b. Six or more 
4. Experience in remedial work 
a. None 30 
b. One to three years 
c. Four or more 
5. College credits in reading courses 
a. None 20 
b. One to five 
c. Six to ten 
d. A minor in reading 
e. A major in reading 
HEADINGS 
Does not apply 
Missing and needed 
Exists in the program or is available 
10 
80 
60 
60 
60 
80 
20 
50 
20 
20 
20 
20 
.. 
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RESPONSES FROM DIRECTORS OF SUMMER SCHOOL REMEDIAL READING 
PROGRAMS IN TEN SAMPLED SCHOOL DISTRICTS 
REGARDING STAFF QUALIFICATIONS 
Qualifications of 
staff reported in 
percentages. 
*l **2 
% % 
B. Qualifications for a supervising teacher 
1. Degree needed 
a. B.A. in Education 
b. Masters in Education 
2. Years of experience in Education 
a. One to three 30 
b. Four or more 
3. :P~xperience in remedial work 
a. None 10 
b. One to three years 
c. Four or more years 
4. College credits in reading courses 
a. None 20 
b. One to five 
c. Six to ten 
d. A minor in reading 
e. A major in reading 
c. Additional personnel available to your 
1. Nurse 60 
2. Librarian 30 
3. Secretary 20 
4. Counselor 60 
5. Psychologist 40 
6. Speech specialist 50 
7. Physician 70 
8. Ophthalmologist 90 
g. Psychiatrist 80 
10. Dentist 80 
COLUMN HEADINGS 
*l. Does not apply 
**2. Missing and needed 
***3. Exists in the program or is available 
program 
10 
30 
20 
20 
30 
30 
10 
10 
10 
10 
50 
50 
20 
50 
50 
40 
40 
20 
20 
30 
40 
60 
20 
30 
20 
20 
10 
10 
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directors saw little need for additional special personnel 
in the field involved. 
Materials. Table II, dealing with the availibility of 
instructional materials, is divided into two parts. Part A, 
which is concerned with books, indicates that all remedial 
reading programs in the study had an adequate supply of 
books. The.personnel in the survey suggested that funds 
were needed to keep the books updated and to keep the profes-
sional library abreast of current literature. 
Part B, concerned with instructional materials, shows 
that provisions were being made to obtain adequate materials 
for instructional use. Directors indicated a difference of 
opinion as to the usefulness of work books in a remedial 
reading program. Forty per cent of the districts indicated 
that work books were not used in their programs. 
Auqj....Q.-Visu.al equ~pment for instructional and diag_n_o_stic 
use. Section 3 of Table III, dealing with audio-visual 
equipment, shows that most programs provided sufficient 
audio-visual equipwent. Half of the respondents indicated 
that "sight-saving equipment" was not used in their programs. 
One respondent indicated a need for a mimeograph machine for 
duplicating large numbers of printed materials. 
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RESPONSES FROM DIRECTORS OF SUMl\IIER SCHOOL REJ.VIEDIAL READING 
PROGRAMS IN TEN SAJTPLED SCHOOIJ TIISTRICTS REGARDING 
BOOKSAND INSTRUCTIONAL MATERIALS 
Qualifications of 
staff reported in 
percentages. 
2. Materials 
A. Books 
1. Professional 
2. Instructional reading 
3. Free reading 
4. Recreational reading 
B. Instructional materials 
1. Reading kits 
2. Activities, professional: 
a. Flash cards 
b. Phonetic charts 
c. Games for various skills 
3. Activities, teacher made: 
*l 
% 
10 
a. To develop specific skills 
(1.) Phonetic wheel 
COLUMN 
*l. 
**2. 
***3. 
(2.) Fishing (3.) Crossword puzzles 
4. Workbooks 
5. Do materials cover a variety 
of reading levels? 
6. Expendable materials 
a. Paper and pencils 
b. Materials for activities 
40 
c. Materials for art projects 
HEADINGS 
Does not apply 
Missing and needed 
Exists in the program or is available 
**2 
% 
***3 
% 
100 
100 
100 
100 
90 
100 
100 
60 
100 
100 
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RESPONSES FROM DIRECTORS OF SUMMER SCHOOL REMEDIAL READING 
PROGRAMS IN TEN SAMPLED SCHOOL DISTRICTS RE.GARDING 
USE OF AUDIO VISUAL EQUIPMENT 
3. Audio visual equipment for instruc-
tional and diagnostic use. 
A. Rapid exposure devices 
1. Controlled reader 
2. Tachistoscope, etc. 
B. Sight saving equipment 
C. Audio equipment 
D. Projectors and screens 
E. Duplicating machines 
COLUMN HEADINGS 
*l. Does not apply 
**2. Missing and needed 
Qualifications of 
staff reported in 
percentages. 
*l 
% 
50 
10 
**2 
% 
10 
***3 
% 
100 
50 
90 
100 
90 
***3. Exists in the program or is available 
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Diag!!_o_si~. Table IV, treating diagnostic procedures, 
is divided into three parts; General, Analytical, and Case 
Conference. Part A, General, indicates that some programs 
used all three of the standardized tests. One respondent 
noted that school records were not available, a condition 
which handicapped his program. Ninety per cent of the other 
respondents indicated that school records were valuable and 
should be used if possible. Teacher-made tests for phonetic 
analysis testing were also used in some programs. 
The use of analytical diagnosis to further define de-
ficiencies found through general diagnosis, as shown in 
Part B, were found to be used extensively in a majority of 
remedial reading programs. Only one respondent found 
standardized tests to be a waste of time for such a short 
summer school session. 
Part C suggests that some respondents did not feel 
that diagnosing through case conferences applied to their 
program, although a small percentage indicated that this 
type of diagnosis was needed. 
R~~rral methods. Section of Table V, treating referral 
methods, indicates that the most frequently used items were 
teacher recommendation and parental request, although the 
other items listed were used in about half of the programs. 
One respondent commented that although he tried to use 
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TABLE IV 
RESPONSES FROM DIRECTORS OF SUMMER SCHOOL REMEDIAL READING 
PROGRAMS IN TEN SAMPLED SCHOOL DISTRICTS REGARDING 
DIAGNOSTIC PROCEDURES 
Qualifications of 
staff reported in 
percentages. 
4. Diagnosis *l **2 ***3 
A. 
B. 
c. 
COLU1VIN 
*l. 
** 2. 
***3. 
% 
General 
1. Standardized tests 
a. Silent 20 
b. Oral 30 
c. School records 
Analytical 
1. Standardized tests 20 
2. Informal tests 
3. Teacher observation 
4. Physical, auditory, and 
visual testing. 
Case conference 
1. Referrals for further diagnosis 
a. Physical 30 
b. Auditory 30 
c. Visual 30 
d. Social adjustment 30 
e. Emotional stability 30 
f. Brain damage 50 
g. Home environment 40 
HEADINGS 
Does not apply 
Missing and needed 
Exists in the program or is available 
% I ~o 
80 
70 
10 90 
80 
100 
100 
10 90 
10 60 
20 50 
20 50 
10 60 
10 60 
20 30 
20 40 
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TABLE V 
RESPONSES FROM DIRECTORS OF SUMMER SCHOOL RI~MEDIAL READING 
PROGRAMS IN TEN SAMPLED SCHOOL DISTRICTS REGARDING 
STUDl~NT REFERRAL AND FORMULATION OF INSTRUCTION 
Qualifications of 
staff reported in 
percentages. 
5. Methods used in referring students 
A. Teacher recommendation 
B. Parental request 
C. Academic record 
D. Student request 
6. Formulation of instruction 
A. Avoid stigmatizing pupils 
B. Specific needs 
*l 
% 
10 
50 
40 
C. General needs 20 
D. Individual needs 
E. Group needs 10 
F. Is time suitable for instruction? 
G. Is time adequate for instruction? 
H. Is emphasis on success? 30 
I. Is cooperative planning used 
in formulating instruction? 10 
J. Is cooperative diagnosis used 
to determine progress? 30 
COLUMN HEADINGS 
*l. Does not apply 
**2. Missing and needed 
***3. Exists in the program or is available. 
**2 
% 
10 
***3 
% 
90 
100 
50 
60 
100 
100 
80 
100 
90 
100 
90 
70 
90 
70 
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teacher recommendations along with parental requests, after 
school was dismissed in the spring, students were accepted 
on parental request only. A second director commented 
that a combination of teacher referral and parental request 
should be required for a student to be admitted to the pro-
gram. 
Formulation of instruction. Section 6 of Table V, 
dealing with formulation of instruction, shows that little 
disagreement was found concerning the method of formulating 
instruction for remedial students. Several comments were 
made to further interpret the answers that some respondents 
made. One person indicated that the amount of time used in 
his program was three hours a day for a period of four 
weeks. Another commented that cooperative planning in 
formulating instruction was not used. He also indicated 
th~t several teachers worked under one teacher who formu-
lated the instruction. His third comment was that coopera-
tive diagnosis was used to determine progress and that he 
did not attempt to measure progress or achievement while 
summer school was in progress. He felt that time was too 
short and that too much testing would leave too little time 
for instruction. Two respondents did not use cooperative 
diagnosis because they did n:at feel that it applied to 
their programs. 
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Class size. Section 7 of Table VI, dealing with class 
size, shows that all respondents stated that their class 
load was twenty or under. One respondent commented that 
his class loads were from twelve to fifteen, another, from 
four to six. It also shows that class loads in all programs 
surveyed are comparable to the size suggested by research 
authorities. 
Methods of reporting. Section 8 of Table VI, treating 
methods of reporting progress is divided into two parts. 
Part A on reporting to parents indicated the most common 
method was parent-teacher conferences. In addition to 
this, many districts used the vvri tten report. 
Part B on reporting back to the schools shows that a 
majority of the schools used an informal written report 
rather than a formal check list. Every district had some 
method of reporting pupils' progress to their individual 
schools. 
Phy~ical facilities. Part A, Section 9 of Table VI, 
dealing with physical facilities, suggests that all programs 
had space for group instruction. In determining the avail-
ability of instructional space for individuals, two persons 
indicated that it did not apply to their programs. 
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TABLE VI 
RESPONSES FROM DIRECTOHS OF SUMMER SCHOOL REMEDIAL READING 
PROGRAMS IN TEN SAlVIPLED SCHOOL DISTRICTS REGARDING 
CLASS SIZES, METHODS OF REPORTING AND 
PHYSICAL FACILITIES 
7. Size of classes 
A. Under twenty students 
B. Over twenty students 
8. Method of reporting 
A. To parents 
1. Parent-teacher conferences 
2. Written report 
3. Report form 
B. To schools 
1. Written report 
2. Report form 
3. None 
9. Physical facilities for instruction 
A. Classrooms 
1. For group instruction 
2. For individual 
B. Examination rooms 
1. Physical 
2. Mental 
c. Office space 
COLUMN HEADINGS 
*l. Does not apply 
**2. Missing and needed 
instruction 
Qualifications of 
staff reported in 
percentages. 
*l **2 ***3 
% % % 
100 
100 
20 80 
30 70 
40 60 
20 80 
50 50 
100 
20 10 70 
60 10 30 
60 10 30 
20 10 70 
***3. Exists in the program or is available 
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In Part B all but one person indicated that space for 
physical and mental examinations did not apply to their 
programs. 
IV. RESULTS OF KENT SCHOOL DISTRICT'S SuRVEY 
The second section of Chapter IV presents the results 
of the survey conducted in the Kent School District. The 
Summer Remedial Reading Program in Kent was evaluated by 
the personnel (with the exception of the director) who 
have been working in the program. The director did not 
participate in the evaluation because he is the author of 
this paper. The author's interpretation of the program 
is included in the last section of the review of the litera-
ture. The data presented will follow the format of the 
evaluation form. Tables will present (in percentages) the 
criteria established by the personnel working in the Kent 
program. 
Personnel. The results of the evaluation for the 
--·--
qualifications of a director in Kent's program as indicated 
in Part A of Table VII, shows the majority of the respon-
dents thought that a Bachelor of Arts Degree was needed. 
One recommended a Masters Degree for the position. 
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RESPONSES FROM FIVE PERSONNEL SAMPLED IN THE KENT SCHOOL 
REMEDIAL READING PROGRAM REGARDING STAFF QUALIFICATIONS 
Qualifications of 
staff reported in 
percentages. 
*l 
I. Personnel % 
A. Qualifications for a director 
1. Degrees needed 
a. B.A. in Education 
b. Masters in Education 
2. Administrative experience needed 
a. Supervisor 
b. Principal 
c. Assistant Superintendent 
d. None 
3. Years of experience in education 
a. Five years or less 
b. Six or more 
4. Experience in remedial work 
a. None 
b. One to three years 
c. Four or more 
5. College credits in reading 
a. None 
b. One to five 
c. Six to ten 
d. A minor in reading 
e. A Major in reading 
COLUMN HEADINGS 
*l. Does not apply 
**2. Missing and needed 
courses 
***3. Exists in the program or is available 
**2 
% 
20 
***3 
% 
80 
20 
60 
60 
20 
20 
100 
100 
100 
20 
80 
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TABLE VII (CONTINUED) 
RESPONSES FROM FIV:E: PERSONNEL SAMPLED IN THI; KENT SCHOOL 
REMEDIAL READING PROGRAM REGARDING STAFF QUALIFICATIONS 
Qualifications of 
staff reported in 
percentages. 
*l **2 
7& % 
B. Qualifications for a Supervising Teacher 
1. Degrees needed 
a. B.A. in Education 
b. Masters in Education 20 
2. Years of experience in Education 
a. One to three 
b. Four or more 
3. Experience in remedial work 
a. None 
b. One to three years 
c. Four or more years 
4. College credits in reading courses 
a. None 
b. One to five 
c. Six to ten 
d. A minor in reading 
e. A major in reading 
C. Additional personnel available to your program 
1. Nurse 
2. Librarian 
3. Secretary 
4. Counselor 
5. Psychologist 
6. Speech specialist 
7. Physicial 
8. Ophthalmologist 
9. Psychiatrist 
10. Dentist 
COLUMN HEADINGS 
*l. Does not apply 
**2. Missing and needed 
60 
20 
20 
20 
20 
***3. Exists in the program or is available 
20 
40 
100 
100 
80 
80 
80 
80 
***3 
% 
80 
40 
60 
40 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
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Responding personnel agreed ~hat six years or more of 
experience should be required for the position of director. 
They also agreed that a director should have at least one 
year of experience in remedial work before he could qualify 
for the position. 
A director in the Kent program, according to the re-
spondents, should have at least a minor in reading. One 
indicated that a director should be required to have only 
six to ten credits in reading courses. 
Part B of Table VII lists the qualifications required 
for a superivsing teacher. Under item one, a majority re-
sponded that only a Bachelor of Arts Degree should be 
required for a supervising teacher. Two persons responded 
that such a teacher should be required to have a Masters 
Degree. 
Under item two a majority of respondents recommended 
only one to three years of teaching experience and all 
agreed in item three that one to three years of experience 
in remedial work was necessary. All respondents also agreed 
that six to ten credits in reading courses were necessary 
as is shown in item four. 
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Part C of Table VII, concerning the availibility of 
additional personnel in the Kent program, shows that the 
personnel in the Kent Summer Remedial Reading Program 
felt there was a definite need for specialists. Kent had 
a nurse, a librarian and a secretary on a part-time basis. 
:Materials. Table VIII deals with the availibility of 
materials. Part A surveys the availibility of books for 
reference and instructional use and shows that the Kent 
Program had adequate books based on what teachers recog-
nized as their needs. Two respondents stated that there 
were not enough books in the recreational and free reading 
areas. 
Part B, Materials, shows that all the materials 
which the respondents felt necessary were available. ilith-
out exception the personnel in the Kent Program indicated 
that work books were not used in their program. 
Audio-visual equipment. Table XI, dealing with audio-
visual equipment, shows that although some respondents felt 
that more sight-saving equipment was needed, others indica-
ted that the equipment had no place in their program. 
Diagnosis. Table X, treating the use of diagnostic 
procedures, is divided into three sections which are inter-
preted individually. 
TABLE VIII 
RESPONSES FROM FIVE PJ:;;RSON:NEL SAMPLED IN THE KENT SUMTuIBR 
SCHOOL RET>.IBDIAL READING PROGRAM R-rt;GARDING BOOKS AND 
INSTRUCTIONAL MATERIALS 
Qualifications of 
staff reported in 
percentages. 
*l **2 ***3 
2. Materials % % % 
A. Books 
1. Professional 
2. Instructional reading 
3. Free reading 
4. Recreational reading 
20 
20 
100 
100 
80 
80 
B. Instructional materials 
COLUMN 
*l. 
**2. 
***3· 
1. Reading kits 100 
2. Activities, professional: 100 
3. a. Flash cards 
b. Phonetic cards 
c. Games for various skills 
3. Activities, teacher made: 100 
a. To develop specific skills 
(1.) Phonetic wheel 
(2 .) Fishing 
(3 .) Crosmvord puzzles 
4. Workbooks 100 
5. Do materials cover a variety of reading 
levels? 100 
6. Expendable materials 100 
a. Paper and pencils 
~. Materials for activities 
c. Materials for art projects 
HEADINGS 
Does not apply 
Missing and needed 
Exists in the program or is available 
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TABLE IX 
RESPONSES FROM FIVE PERSONNEL SAflIPLirn IN THE KENT SUMJYIER 
SCHOOL REMEDIAL READING PROGRAl\~ IIBGARDING USE OF 
AUDIO-VISUAL EQUIPMENT 
3. Audio-visual equipment for 
instructional and diagnostic use. 
A. Rapid exposure devices 
1. Controlled reader 
2. Tachistoscope, etc. 
B. Sight saving equipment 
C. Audio equipment 
D. Projectors and screens 
E. Duplicating machines 
COLUMN HEADINGS 
*l. Does not apply 
**2. Missing and needed 
Qualifications of 
staff reported in 
percentages. 
*l 
% 
40 
**2 
% 
60 
20 
***3 
% ,o 
100 
80 
100 
100 
***3. Exists in the program or is available 
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TABLE X 
RESPONSES FROM JHVE PERSONNEL §AMPLED IN THE KENT SUMJWER 
SCHOOL REMEDIAL READING PROGRAM REGARDING 
DIAGNOSTIC PROCEDURES 
4. Diagnosis 
A. General 
1. Standardized tests 
a. Silent 
b. Oral 
c. School records 
B. Analytical 
c. 
1. Standardized tests 
2. Informal tests 
3. Teacher observation 
4. Physical, auditory and 
visual testing 
Case conference 
1. Referrals for further 
a. Physical 
b. Auditory 
c. Visual 
d. Social adjustment 
Qualifications of 
staff reported in 
percentages. 
*l 
% 
diagnosis 
80 
80 
80 
80 
**2 ,, 
~o 
100 
20 
20 
20 
20 
***3 
% 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
e. Emotional stability 80 20 
f. Brain damage 
g. Home environment 
COLUMN HEADINGS 
*l. Does not apply 
**2. Missing and needed 
80 
80 
***3. Exists in the program or is available 
20 
20 
50 
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Part A of Table X indicates that all types of stan-
dardized tests, including silent, oral andachievement, were 
used in the Kent Program. All types of analytical tests 
except auditory and visual were used as indicated in Part B. 
The respondents suggest in Part C that, although there 
was some need for case conferences, most felt that they were 
of little value. 
Referral methods. Section 5 of Table XI, dealing with 
the methods of referring students, shows that all of the 
methods listed were used as a means for referriqsstudents 
in the program. 
Formulation of instruction. Section 6 of Table XI, 
dealing with the formulation of instruction, points out 
that the methods suggested by authorities were being used 
in the Kent School District. One person felt that a more 
suitable time for instruction was needed and that there was 
not adequate time for instruction. Two persons indicated 
that cooperative diagnosis was used to determine progress 
while three indicated that cooperative planning was used 
in formulating instruction. 
Class size. In Section 7 of Table XII, which treats 
class size, all personnel surveyed in the Kent Program 
TABLE XI 
RESPONSES FROM FIVE PERSONNEL SAMPLED IN THE KENT SCHOOL 
REMEDIAL READING PROGRAM REGARDING STUDENT REFERRALS 
AND FORJ'.1ULATION OF INSTRUCTION 
Qualifications of 
staff reported in 
percentages. 
*l 
5. Methods used in referring students % 
A. Teacher recommendation 
B. Parental request 
G. Academic record 
D. Student request 
6. Formulation of instruction 
A. Avoid stigmatizing pupils 
B. Specific needs 
C. General needs 
D. Individual needs 
E. Group needs 
F. Is time suitable for instruction? 
G. Is time adequate for instruction? 
H. Is emphasis on success? 
I. Is cooperative planning used in 
formulating instruction? 40 
J. Is cooperative diagnosis used 
to determine progress? 40 
COLUUN HEADINGS 
*l. Does not apply 
**2. Missing and needed 
***3. Exists in the program or is available 
**2 
% 
20 
20 
20 
***3 
°;~ 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
80 
80 
80 
60 
40 
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TABLE XII 
RESPONSES FROM FIVE PERSONNEL SAMPLED IN THE KENT SUMMER 
SCHOOL REMEDIAL READING PROGRAM REGARDING CLASS SIZES, 
METHODS OF REPORTING AND PHYSICAL FACILITIES 
7. Size of classes 
A. Under twenty students 
B. Over twenty students 
8. Method of reporting progress 
A. To parents 
1. Parent-teacher conferences 
2. Written report 
3. Report form 
B. To schools 
1. Written report 
2. Report form 
3. None 
g. Physical facilities for instruction 
A. Classrooms 
1. For group instruction 
2. For individual instruction 
B. Examination rooms 
1. Physical 
2. Mental 
c. Office space 
HEADINGS 
Qualifications of 
staff reported in 
percentages 
*l 
% 
**2 
% 
20 
20 
20 
***3 
% 
100 
20 
100 
100 
60 
100 
80 
80 
80 
100 
COLUI'IN 
*l. 
**2. 
***3. 
Does not apply 
T.lissing and needed 
Exists in the program or is available 
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indicated that their class. sizes were under twenty students. 
One respondent commented that occasionally class size exceeded 
twenty students for a limited period of time. 
Methods of reporting. Part of Section 8, Table XII, 
treating methods of reporting, indicates that parent-teacher 
conferences were the only method used in the Kent program. 
Part B shows that written reports were used by some 
teachers to report pupil progress to the school while three 
respondents indicated that a report form was used. 
Physical facilities. Section 9 of Table XII deals with 
physical facilities and shows that the peroonnel surveyed 
in the Kent Program felt that there were adequate physical 
facilities for their program. 
V. SUM1VLARY 
Districts surveyed were found to be quite similar in 
their basic programs. Evidence in the findings tended to 
show that a majority of programs were in correlation with 
the suggested format presented by authorities in the field 
of reading. 
Findings of this survey tended to show that the pro-
grams were providing effective remedial reading instruction 
for students who had deficiencies in reading. 
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Results of this survey and its implications of summer 
remedial reading programs will be presented in Chapter V, 
Conclusions, regarding the entire survey and recommendations 
will be made for the Kent Summer Remedial Reading Program. 
CHAPTER V 
SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
I. SUMMARY 
The purpose of this study was four-fold: First, to 
obtain data from the Kent School District's Summer Remedial 
Reading Program and ten other summer school remedial read-
ing programs in the State of Washington; second, to compare 
the Kent School District's Program with ten other programs; 
next, to evaluate the Kent School District's Program; and 
finally, to recommend improvements for the Kent School 
District's Summer Remedial Reading Program. 
Summary of literature. Educators indicated a need 
for remedial reading instruction. Research has revealed 
many causes for retardation in reading. They agree that 
one important skill of remedial instructors is to be able 
to recognize quickly and to classify pupils who encounter 
difficulties in reading. The use of proper diagnosis is 
necessary to determine the full nature of the difficulty. 
Careful analysis of the diagnosis should reveal informa-
tion which will enable the teacher to provide proper reme-
dial measures. 
Remedial instruction will have to apply to many differ-
ent kinds of specific problems. Remedial instruction should 
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be well organized and follow sound principles of remedial 
reading instruction. Instructors in a remedial program 
should be carefully selected and be well qualified in the 
field of reading. In developing a sound remedial reading 
program, the support of all personnel is essential to the 
success of its operation. Special care should be taken to 
develop goals that will provide the best program to meet 
the needs of all children with reading difficulties. 
Summ~ of procedure. Detailed pertinent information 
was gathered from suggestions by authorities in the field 
of reading and used as a basis for formulating the evalua-
tion form. 
The construction and format of the evaluation form 
was reviewed by remedial reading summer school directors 
through personal interviews and by selected persons who 
sent an evaluation form for criticism before the final 
form was mailed. 
The final draft of the evaluation form was mailed in 
September, 1964, to ten school districts in the state of 
Washington to survey their programs. The same form was 
sent to five members of the Kent Summer Remedial Reading 
Program staff to survey that program. 
Information obtained from both samplings was converted 
to percentages and a comparison was made between the ten 
districts surveyed and the Kent program. 
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Summary of the ~_!:Y_.8-Y.· The evaluation of ten summer 
remedial reading programs in our state, along with the Kent 
School District's Summer Remedial Reading Program, indicates 
the following similarities and differences: 
1. Although the personnel in some remedial reading 
centers felt that administrative experience for 
program directors was more important than knowledge 
in the field, some directors, including the Kent 
personnel, felt that both were equally important. 
2. Most personnel recommended that teachers be well 
qualified in the field of remedial reading before 
attempting to fill this position. 
~he results concerning the use of special personnel 
varied greatly. 
1. Some indicated that these persons were not needed 
in their program, while a few including the Kent 
personnel, indicated that these people were badly 
needed. 
2. Some districts had special personnel available to 
their program; others indicated that they were 
needed. 
The results of the survey indicated that materials for 
instructional use were available in all programs. However, 
a few districts, including the Kent District, throught more 
books for free and recreational reading should be available. 
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Audio-visual equipment for instructional and diagnostic 
purposes was available in all programs. 
In the area of diagnostic procedures, the results showed 
that general and analytical diagnosis were used extensively 
in a majority of programs. Although research experts say 
that complete diagnostic studies for students who require 
further testing should continue until the causations are 
found, some programs including the Kent program, did not 
have the case conference type of diagnosis. This made the 
programs in these districts less effective. 
Teacher and parent recommendations were the most common 
methods used to refer students to summer remedial programs, 
but other means were occasionally used. 
The results of the evaluation showed that students are 
accepted in most programs, but other means were occasionally 
used. 
Although all programs surveyed indicated that they fol-
lowed a certain criteria for the formulation of instruction, 
a few indicated differences in their formulation of instruc-
tion for remedial readers. 
All class sizes were twenty or less, the number set by 
most authorities for effective remedial instruction. 
It was indicated that a few basic methods of reporting 
pupil progress to the parents, as well as to the schools, 
were used in all programs. 
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Respondents agreed that physical facilities were ade-
quate for the needs of their programs. A few respondents 
indicated that facilities were adequate but should be improved. 
II. CONCLUSIONS 
The results of the data obtained from the evaluation 
forms and the related literature gives a basis from which 
certain conclusions can be drawn: 
1. There was evidence indicating that districts have 
criteria for selecting a qualified person to per-
form the duties of director. 
2. There was evidence indicating that districts have 
criteria for selecting qualified persons to work 
as supervising personnel. 
3. There were variations concerning the need for~ 
and the number of specialized personnel available 
to help carry out diagnostic procedures. 
4. Districts indicated that an adequate supply of 
materials for program operation were provided. 
5. There was evidence indicating that some districts 
do not provide complete diagnostic procedures to 
help meet the needs of all students. 
6. There was a tendency for districts to use the 
same criteria for formulating instruction in 
order to provide the best possible program. 
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7. There were effective methods for referring stu-
dents to provide assurance that the students with 
a need were allowed to participate. 
8. There were provisions to maintain effective lines 
of communication for reporting pupil progress 
to parents and schools. 
III. RECOMMENDATIONS 
The results of the data obtained from the evaluation 
forms and the related literature provides a basis from 
which the following recommendations concerning Kent's 
Summer Remedial Reading Program can be drawn: 
1. That the Kent School District's Summer Remedial 
Reading director review its criteria for a selec-
tion of staff personnel to upgrade the standards 
to ensure more effective instruction and super-
vision. 
2. That the Kent School District's Summer Remedial 
Reading Program make available the services of 
additional personnel who could aid in special 
types of diagnosis and treatment when and if 
necessary. 
3. That the Kent School District's Summer Remedial 
Reading personnel continually review to see that 
the program has available materials, not only in 
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variety, type and format, but also at suitable levels 
of difficulty and interest. 
4. That the Kent Summer Remedial Reading personnel 
continually review their diagnostic procedures to 
make sure they will meet the needs of individuals 
effectively. 
5. That the Kent School District's Summer Remedial 
Reading personnel review their methods of referring 
pupils to make sure they are identifying all needy 
individuals. 
6. That the Kent School District's Summer School 
Remedial Reading personnel continually review 
their methods of formulating instruction to make 
sure they are following established instruction 
procedures for effective instruction. 
7. That the Kent School District's Summer Remedial 
Reading Program maintain its present class loads. 
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911 Laurel Street 
Kent, Washington 
August 10, 1964 
Dear Director, 
An evaluation is being made of summer Remedial Reading 
programs. This study is being made for my education re-
search thesis in cooperation with Central Washington State 
College. 
This evaluation form is being sent to ten districts 
which are operating such a program. As director of your 
district's program, the results for the validity of this 
evaluation is most important. 
Please return the completed evaluation form in the 
stamped envelope. 
A space has been provided below for your name and 
address if you would like a copy of this survey. 
Your prompt cooperation in the completion of this 
evaluation will be appreciated. 
Your name 
Your Address 
Thank you, 
Claude Acree 
APPENDIX B 
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EVALUATION FORM 
For: A Summer Remedial Reading Program 
Objective: This form has been devised to establish the' 
criteria and methods used in the organization of a Summer 
Remedial Reading Program. 
DIRECTIONS: 
1. When an individual item has been thoroughly 
studied and a decision reached for its 
evaluation, an "X" should be placed in the 
appropriate column. 
2. The column headings and their meanings are: 
1. Does not apply 
2. Missing and needed 
3. Exists in your program or 
is available. 
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I 
'Evaluation of a Summer Evaluation I Remedial Reading Program I 
\' -Personnel L. 
A. Qualifications '£or a director l 2 3 
l. Degrees needed 
a. B.A. in Education 
B. M_asters in E~ 
2. Administrative experience needed 
a. Supervisor 
b. Principal 
c. Assistant Superintendent 
d. None ( 
3. Years of experience in education 
a. Five years or less 
b. Six or more 
4. Experience in remedial work I 
' a. None 
b. One to three years 
c • Four or more 
. 5. College credits in reading courses 
a. None 
b. One to five 
c. Six to ten 
d. A minor in reading 
e. A major in reading 
I 
6. Others 
-
B. Qualifications for a Supervising Teacher I 
I 1. Degrees needed ' 
I a. B.A. in Education I 
I b. Masters in Education I 
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I 1 2 3 2. Years of experience in Education I 
a. One to three 
b. Four or more 
3. Experience in remedial work 
a. None 
b. One to three years 
' 
o. Four or more years 
4. College credits in reading courses 
a. None 
b. One to five 
c. Six to ten 
d. A minor in reading 
e. A major in reading 
5. Others 
( 
c. Additional personnel available to your program 
l. Nurse 
' 
2. Librarian 
3. Secretary 4. Counselor 5. Psychologist 
6. Speech specialist 
7. Physician 
8. Ophthalmologist 
9. Psychiatrist 
10. Dentist 
11. Others 
-
[I. Materials 
A. Books 
l. Professional 
2. Instructional reading 
3. Free reading 4. Recreational reading 5. Others 
-
I 
I 
I 
I 
B. Instruction materials 
1. Reading Kits 
2. Ac ti vi ties, professional: 
a. Flash cards 
b. Phonetic charts 
c. Games for var1ous skills 
3. Activities, teacher made: 
a. To develop specific skills 
1. Phonetic wheel 
2. Fishing 
3. Crossword puzzles 
4. Workbooks 
5. Do materials cover a variety of 
reading levels? ( 
6. Expendable materials 
a. Paper and pencils 
b. Mate~ials for activities 
c. Materials for art projects 
7. Others 
-
-
III.Audio visual equipment for instructional 
and diagnostic use. 
A. 
B. 
c. 
D. 
Rapid exposure devices 
1. Controlled reader 
2. Tachistoscope, etc. 
Sight saving equipment 
Audio equipment 
Projectors and screens 
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1 2 3 
, 
I 
I 
l 
I 
-
f 
I 
I 
I r 
811 I-~~, I 
Lt--'--+I ~l
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l (:'. 3 
E. Duplicating machines 
F. Others 
"'[IJ • Diagnosis 
A. General 
1. Standardized tests 
a. Silent 
b. Oral 
c. School records 
d. Others 
B. Analytical 
1. Standardized tests 
2. Informal tests 
3. Teacher observation 4. Physical, auditory, and visual 
testing 
5. Others 
~Case conference 
further diagnosis I 1. Referrals for 
a. Physical 
b. Auditory 
c. Visual 
d. Social adjustment 
e. Emotional stability 
r. Brain damage 
g. Home environment 
h. Others 
-
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v. Methods used in referring students 
-1 2 1 
A. Teacher recommendation I 
B. Parental request 
c. Academic record 
I D. Student request E. Others 
VI. Formulation of instruction 
Ao Avoid stigmatizing pupils 
B. Specific needs 
c. General needs 
D. Individual needs ( 
E. Group needs 
I F. Is time suitable f'or instruction? G. Is time adequate for instruction? I H. Is emphasis on success? 
I. Is cooperative planning used in I 
f'ormulating instruction? 
J. Is cooperative diagnosis used to 
I determine progress? I K. Others 
I 
VII.Size of classes 
-
A. Under twenty students I I I 3 B. Over twenty students 
-
VIII. Method of reporting progress ! 
A. To parents 
1. Parent teacher conf'erences I 
2.· Written report= I I 
3. Report form I 4. Others I 
I 
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B. To schools 1 2 3 
1. Written report 
2. Report form 
3. None 4. Others 
-
' 
IX. Physical facilities for instruction 
Ao Classrooms 
1. For group instruction 
2. For individual instruction 
B. Examination rooms ( 
1. Physical 
2. Mental 
c. Off ice space I I I 
. 
" 
l 
